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Agricultural Production and Adjustment 
Sapid Reduction in Farm Population—Increased EUiciency in Production—Per Capita Incomes Advance 

X N contrast to the rise in the nonfarm 
economy, farm production and income 
in 1962 are about even with 1961. For 
production this means that output, 
equal to the high point reached last 
year, is 7 percent above the 1957-59 
average. Farm incomes this year and 
last year have been well above other 
recent years except 1958. Average in­
comes on a per capita or per farm basis 
have shown a considerable rise in the 
past few years due to declining trends 
in the number of farms and farm popu­
lation. The income per capita of farm 
residents including income from non-
farm sources has risen in relation to that 
of nonfarm residents in recent years and 
the ratio of farm to nonfarm per capita 
income is exceeded in only 2 years (1948 
and 1951) in the past three decades, as 
shown in table 1. 

These comparisons are based on new 
series of the Department of Agricultm-e 
which incorporate 1959 census data and 
new definitions. The income concejit 
for the farm population is now on a per­
sonal income basis and is a component 
of OBE's personal income series. The 
new estimates show a more rapid ad­
justment in agriculture than had been 
apparent previously. 

The changes which are occurring are 
quite diverse, representing both an ac­
celeration of long-standing trends, and 
some new developments. The forces 
making for change include rapid tech­
nological advances and spreading ur­
banization which have brought in­
creased specialization and enlargement 
of farms, primarily through two devel­
opments: (1) a substantial'decline in 
the number of small and less productive 
farms. Commercial agriculture has re­
mained in fii'in hands—mechanizing, 
enlarging and renting the land of the 
•vvithdrawing small operators. (2) The 
exit of the small-farming group into 
nonfarm pursuits. Specifically, a large 
proportion of the young adult group 
coming of age to enter the labor force 
has gone into nonfarm jobs and usually 
into nonfarm residence. The part-time 
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group living on farms and worldng off 
farms, which had shown a rise in earlier 
periods, remains large, with its percent­
age share of households rising, although 
the absolute numbers are moderately 
lower than 5 years ago. 

In addition to the longer term trends 
in agriculture, current developments in 
the principal aspects of the farm 
economy are of special interest. These 
include a reduction in surpluses of feed 
and food grains, and an increase in 
stocks of cotton and of dairy products. 

Current Supply-Demand 

One of the substantial changes in 
agriculture in recent years has been the 
check in the accumulation of wheat 
stocks and the passage of legislation 
for a new control program to be effec­
tive for the 1964 crop. Carryover of 
wheat had reached a high of 1.4 billion 
bushels on June 30, 1961. I t Avas 
reduced 100 million bushels in the crop 
year ended June 30, 1962 as drought 
conditions reduced yields and exports 
were expanded to a record rate of 
over 700 million bushels. 

The wheat harvest this summer was 
again reduced with a voluntary diver­
sion program and a mandatory 10 per­
cent cut in acreage from the 55-million 
acre allotment of many j'-ears standing. 
Although exports—at about 600 mil­
lion bushels—are expected to be some­
what below the record rate of the past 
2 j-'ears, the estimated carryover as of 
next June is expected to be reduced 
another 100 million bushels. 

For the crop to be harvested in 1963, 
the voluntary diversion program is 
again to be in eft'ect, but the mandatory 
cut in acreage is not—i.e., the 55-
million acre allotment is restored for 
one year. Thus, production may be 
up somewliat from the past j'^ear and 
carryover stocks may not show much 
change. 

For the 1964 crop a new program 
goes into effect. The old 55-million 
acre minimum allotment whicli resulted 
in a buildup in stocks is to be discon­

tinued and the Secretary of Agriculture 
is authorized to set an allotment which 
will provide some reduction in carry­
over. 

Prices are to be supported at two 
levels via a marketing certificate pro­
gram. Wheat for domestic food and 
for some portion of exports is to be sup­
ported at between 65 and 90 percent 
of parity (i.e., between $1.60 and $2.20 
per bushel, based on current parity 
prices). For the remaining wheat, a 
lower price support is provided, con­
sistent with the value of wheat used as 
a livestock feed and m t h world wheat 
prices. 
Feed surplus reduced 

Feed grain stocks have shown a more 
substantial reduction than wheat (or 
food grains). Beginning with a peak 
carryover of 85 million tons from the 
1960 crop, the total was down to 71 
million tons this fall and is estimated to 
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decline to 57 million tons at the end of 
the 1962 crop yeav. The cut in surplus 
has been accomplished via a temporary 
diversion program together with in­
creased utilization of grain both in the 
United States and abroad. 

A voluntary reduction program is to 
be in effect for the 1963 crop, similar to 
those of the past 2 years, except that 
the support price is increased from 
$1.20 per bushel to $1.25 and is to 
include an ISjiS payment as well as a 
$1.07 support price. A new featm'e is 
that the payment will be made on 
production utilized on the farms of 
cooperators as well as upon that portion 
sold. Previously, support benefits were 
available only for grain sold. The other 
principal change in the 1963 program is 
that diversion payments are to be at a 
lower rate than in 1962. 

Cotton stocks higher 
With some increase in acreage and 

good yields, cotton production at 14.7 
million bales in 1962 is higher than in 
other recent j^eai's. Domestic con­
sumption is lagging and e.xports have 
been running below the high rates of 
a few years ago. As a consequence of 
these developments stocks are again 
vising from the low point reached in 
1961. Cai-ryover at the end of the 
1962 crop year may be about 9 million 
bales, up 2 million from 2 years earlier. 
The acreage allotment has been reduced 
for the 1963 crop but possible new 
legislation may permit a higher allot­
ment. 

comparable witli the e.xpansion in 
demand. Prices have been well sus­
tained, and cash receipts from mai'ket-
ings have been well ahead of 1961. 

The number of cattle has been ex­
panding for about 5 years, but unlike 
the preceding cattle cycle of rapid 
expansion followed by sharp liquida­
tion, the current rise is more moderate. 
Thus, slaughter has expanded concur­
rently with the buildup in herds whereas 
in the earlier cycle cattle and calf 
slaughter was curtailed to build up the 
breeding herd. 

A large part of the current rise in 
beef production is in increased grain 
feeding or "finishing" of steers and 
heifers. Not only is such expansion 
well adapted to the rising demand i'or 
high grade beef, but it is rather stable 
from the supply side. This is because 
the tm-nover of cattle sent to the feed-
lot is shorter than the turnover of cows 
and calves kept to increase production. 
Beef production in 1963 is e.xpected to 
continue upward, possibly a little faster 
than the increase in population. 

There has been a shift in hog produc­
tion during the past year. The pig 
crop this spring was smaller than a year 
earlier but the fall crop was larger than 
in 1961 and increased pork production 
is expected in the period ahead. Hog 
prices were strong through the summer 
months, but price weakness developed 
in the fall of 1962 and prices are ex­
pected to be somewhat lower in 1963. 

Tab le 1.—Per Cap i t a Persona l I n c o m e of 
. . . . I F a r m und Nonfa rm P o p u l a t i o n 

Offsetting changes m hvestock output 
Milk production has been higher in 

1962 than a year earlier, but demand 
has not kept pace. Increased market­
ings did not offset the eft'ects of lower 
support prices for dauy products so 
cash receipts from sale of milk and 
cream are down slightly. Price sup­
ports for manufactured dauy products 
were lowered in the spring of this year, 
following a decline in consumption of 
dauy products in 1961 and an increase 
in production dming the year. Support 
purchases have continued upwai'd dur­
ing the past 2 yeoi's, and account for 
about 9 percent of milk production in 
1962. Although distribution of CCC 
dauy products has increased, stoclcs 
lif;ve shown a large rise. 
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farm as 
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03.0 
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.59.1 
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,50.3 
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Hog price changes reflect both the 
greater volatility oC supply than in the 
case of beef and the pronounced con­
sumer preference for beef that has 
become especially evident in recent 
years. Research is being done to 
change the character of pork to meet 
changing consumer tastes, but signifi­
cant shifts have not yet occm-red in the 
pork that is being marketed. 

Accelerated Changes i n 
F a r m i n g 

Aside from tlie current shifts within 
agriculture, basic changes are occurring 
in the farming industry. One impor­
tant trend is the rise in aggregate 
output of farm products at an average 
rate of 2 percent annually. (See top 
panel of the chart on page 26.) Al­
though rising exports have absorbed 
part of the increase in output, the sus­
tained rise iu production has exceeded 
that ill consumption and surpluses 
have been substantial (see chart on 
page 24). Preliminary estimates for 
1962 indicate little change in aggregate 
output from last year. 

The long-term rise in aggregate out­
put has been accompanied by a more 
moderate advance in farm G N P of 
around IK percent annually during the 
past two decades. Farm GNP is one 
of the industry breakdowns of G N P 
presented for major industries in the 
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BUSINESS. For farms, the gross product 
is the value added by agriculture, after 
adjustment for utilization of inter­
mediate products—such as feed, fertil­
izer, fuel, etc. Deductions from ag­
gregate farm products are made for 
off-farm supplies used up and for inter-
farm sales—e.g., feeder livestock sold 
to cattle-fattening farms—so as to 
eliminate double-counting. The differ­
ence between the rate of advance in 
aggregate output and in farm G N P 
reflects the increasing proportion of 
intermediate products consumed. In 
the i^ast two decades, intermediate 
products have risen from about 30 
percent of total farm output to 45 
percent. 

The increase in farm GNP has been 
accompanied by a roughly comparable 
expansion in the stock of agricultural 
capital (including land) utilized and a 
sharp drop in labor employed, prin­
cipally that of the farm proprietor, and 
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F A R M O U T P U T A N D P R O D U C T I V I T Y 

AGGREGATE OUTPUT Has Risen at an 
Average Rate of About 2 Percent Annually 
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unpaid family labor.' As a consequence 
farm GNP per dollar of investment has 
remained vu-tuallj^ stable during the 
past two decades, (as shown hi the 
chart on page 26) and farm GNP per 
hour of labor has sho^vn a strong ad­
vance, averaging 5 percent in the past 
two decades, and increasing to a 7 
percent average annual rate of change 
in the past decade. 

If capital and labor are considered 
together, as in the last panel, then farm 
GNP per unit of total input has risen 
at an average annual rate of a little 
less than 2 percent in the past two 
decades and about 3 percent in the past 
several j'-ears. I t may be noted that 
these rates of change are about the same 
as those derived by the Department of 
Agriculture for a similar relationship 
between total inputs into farming of 
both farm and nonfarm resources and 
aggregate farm output. Since these are 
difi'erent concepts, changes in the ratio 
of value-added (Farm GNP) to farm 
inputs might diverge from changes in 
total output per unit of total input, 
although they have been broadly similar 
in tlie past two decades. 

For some comparisons, the total in­
put-output ratio is tlie more appropriate 
concept, e.g., when total demand or 
supply of agricultural commodities is 
involved. On the other hand the farm 
GNP per unit of capital and labor is 
appropriate wlien one wishes to com­
pare resource use on the farm with re­
source use elsewhere. Thus, it may be 
noted that farm GNP per unit of capital 
and labor has advanced moderatelj'' 
faster than the comparable ratio for the 
nonfarm economy in the past decade. 

One caution is that the individual 
jaav comparisons are not very meaning­
ful, partly because of the importance 
of weather conditions upon crop yields. 
The combination of a rather steady rise 
in inputs and of considerable year-to-
year fluctuations in output results in 
rather large annual shifts in the output-
input ratio which are often due to 
temporary influences.^ 

Rapid adjustment in agriculture 

In broad terms, the increased rate of 
output either per unit of labor or per 

1. The estimates ot depreciable capital stocks In agriculture 
vary with the assumed rate ot depreciation. Tbo statements 
above are based upon tho stocks estimate of the Department 
of Agriculture hi constant dollnrs including land as shomi hi 
the Balance Sheet of Agriculture. 

unit of labor and capital combined in 
recent years reflect a more rapid adjust­
ment of agriculture than in earlier years. 
This acceleration is becoming more 
evident as the results of the 1959 Census 
of Agriculture become available and are 
incorporated into the principal agricul­
tm-al annual series on farm income and 
population. Preliminary results from 
the sample Census for 1960 indicate a 
fui'ther substantial change in that year. 
Labor force figui-es for 1961 and 1962 
suggest further decreases in agricultm-al 
emploj'ment. 

The scope of the changes in agricul­
ture is suggested by the recent revision 
in farm population for 1960 from 20.5 
million to 15.6 milhon.^ Although tlie 

Table 2. -Food Production, Consumption, 
and Prices 

Year 

195,5 
1950 
1057 
1958 

1950 
lOliO 
llllll 
lOli'J p 

11957-59=100] 

Food 
market­
ings and 

homo 
consump­

tion 

93 
100 
97 

100 
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105 
107 
107 

Civilian 
per 

capita 
food con­

sumption 

100 
102 
100 
99 

101 
101 
101 
101 

Whole­
sale price 

ot 
processed 

foods 

91 
94 
08 

103 

99 
100 
101 

1 101 

Con­
sumer 
price of 

food 

94 
95 
98 

102 

100 
101 
io:< 

1104 

' Preliminary. 
1. Based on 10 months' average. 
Source; U.,S.Dopailment of Agriculture nnd U.S. t)op.irt-

niont of LaBor. 

old series on farm population had indi­
cated a sizable withdrawal of popula­
tion from farms, the new series show 
that the decline had been even more 
rapid. On the basis of the former 
series, farm population declined 4^ mil­
lion in the decade ending in 1960, 
whereas the revised series show a drop 
of 7.4 million. The preliminary esti-

2. In constructing the Input Index, average 1940-49 rates of 
remunoratloii for capital and labor wore used for that dccado 
and average 1960-69 rates wero used for subsequent years. 
Tho rate paid to hired farm labor was also applied to family 
labor, and tho residual return rato on farm capital for each 
decade was used for each year ot the poriod, and the two series 
wore linked together at 1060. Slnco tho amount of labor Is 
decreasing rapidly and the amount of capital Is showing some 
rise, it can be deduced that an Increase In the wage rato which 
results In a considerable reduction In the residual return to 
capital will produce a moro rapid rise In tho output-Input 
ratio. 

3. Only a part—less than 1 ralllioa—of tho revision In farm 
population is attributable "strictly" to tho change in tho 
deflnltlon of a farm. Most of tho revision Is duo to an Im­
proved procedure ot separating farm from nonfarm residence 
mahily on the basis of farm produets sold. As a result of 
now questions asked in tho 1980 Census it has been estab­
lished that several million persons who say that tlioy "llvo 
on farms" nro not In fact part of tbo farm population. Those 
Include persons who rent a house and yard hi the opon 
country as well as those whose places should not have been 
called a farm by either tho old or tho now deflnltlon. 
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mate for 1962 is 14.3 million, a fui'ther 
drop of 1.3 million in the subsequent 
2-year period. Althougli the farm pop­
ulation is now about one-third smaller 
than a decade ago, it is significant that 
the absolute decline has shown no 
slackening. It has held around 750,000 
annually, and in recent jĵ ears this has 
been about 4 percent of the farm popu­
lation. The Department of Agi'icultm'e 
has estimated that there is still con­
siderable disguised unemployment on 
farms amounting to the equivalent of 
more than 1 miUion full-time workers 
who are not needed for farm work. 

The reduction in farm population is 
quite selective as to age-groups and 
implies rather fundamental changes. 
The sharpest reduction in age groups 
on farms has occurred in the 20-29 
year-old classes, despite a continuing 
higher proportion of 15-19 year-olds 
than in the nonfarm population. The 
migrants from farms have been con­
centrated in the young adult group— 
around 20 years of age. In general, as 
the young people from the farms enter 
the labor force, they go directly to 
nonfarm jobs and nonfarm residence 
without first taking farm employment 
and later transferring to nonfarm jobs. 
The sharp decline in the number of 
young adults on farms in the 20-29 
age gi'oup has also brought a decline 
in the traditionally high farm birth 
rate. Thus, in 1960, the proportion 
of chUdi'en under 5 years of age was 
lower on farms than in m-ban areas, 
whereas the proportion 5-9 years of 
age was larger in farm than in urban 
areas and the 10-19 age group was 
considerably larger in farm areas. 

Decline in farm-operators 

Perhaps, the most sm-prising aspect 
of the decline in farm employment is 
that the number of hu'ed workers in 

Table 3.—Percent Distribution of U.S . 
Population by Age, by Residence, 1960 

Ago 

All agos. 

Under 6 yours 
B to 9 years 
10 to 14 yoars 
15 to 19 yoars 
20 to 29 yoars 
30 to 30 years 
40 to 44 years 
45 to 04 years 
05 years and over. 

Total 

100.0 

11.3 
10.4 
9.4 
7.4 

12.1 
13.7 
0.5 

20.3 
9.0 

Urban 

100.0 

11.2 
10.0 
8.8 
7.0 

12.6 
14.1 
0.0 

20.0 
9.1 

Rural 
farm 

100.0 

9.9 
U.O 
U.O 
0.4 
S.4 

10.7 
0.3 

23.2 
9.3 

agi'icultm'e has shown no appreciable 
change in the past 15 years during 
which period the number of farm 
operators has dropped by a half. The 
appropriate figures are shown in table 
4, based upon the census series (now 
published by the Department of Labor) 
in which workers are classified by their 
principal employment. The Depart­
ment of Agricultm'e series, which in­
cludes all part-time farm employment, 
shows the same general trend in this 
respect, although the total number 
reported doing some farm work is 
substantially higher than the classifi­
cation of the census of those whose 
principal occupation is in farming. 
Mention has been made that the de­
cline in farms has occurred chiefly in 
small and low-output farms. Such 
farms have few hired workers. Since 
the larger farms have not reduced then* 
employment of hired workers, all of the 
decline in farm employment has thus 
occm'red in the self-employed or farm-
operator group and in the unpaid 
family worker group. 

A part of the decline in farm popula­
tion and in the number of farms is 
attributable to a somewhat more restric­
tive definition of a farm, but the sub­
stantive change is that less productive 
farms have ceased agricultural opera­
tions at a rapid rate in the past decade. 

FARAA INVESTMENT HIGH 

Plant and Equipment Expenditures for Farm and 
Nonfarm Sectors as a Percent of Their GNP 

Percent 

30 

Table 4.—Agricultural E m p l o y m e n t 

[Millions] 

20 

10 

Form 
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Source: U.S. Department ot Commerce, Bureau of the 
Census. 
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Year 

1947 
1950 
1953 
1950 

1959 
1000 
1001 
1902' 

Persons H yoars of ago aud over 

Hired 
workers 

1.7 
1.7 
1.5 
1.7 

1.7 
1.9 
1.7 
1.7 

Self 
employed 

4.3 
3.8 
3.0 

3.0 
2.8 
2.7 
2.0 

Unpaid 
tandly labor 

1.0 
1.4 
1.3 
1.3 

1.1 
1.1 
1.0 
1.0 

1. First 10 months average. 

Source: U.S. Department ot Labor, Bureau ot Labor 
Statistics. (This series was formerly pubiislied by the 
Bureau ot the Census.) 

Specifically, the former small-scale farm 
operators have sold the chickens and 
milk cows and quit farming generally to 
take nonfarm jobs or occupations as 
part of the increased specialization in 
agriculture. The number of farms •with 
either milk cows or chickens dropped 
rapidly in the 5-year period 1954-59, 
and for the decade such farms declined 
about 50 percent. This decrease in 
numbers has brought about a consider­
able increase in the average scale of 
farm operations. 

The number of farms with sales of 
less than $2,500 annually declined by 
nearly one-third between 1954 and 
1959, from 2.7 million to 1.9 million, 
using the 1954 definition of a farm, or 
to 1.6 million on the basis of the new 
definition. The total number of farms 
%vith sales of over $2,500 was relatively 
stable, vnih a decline of about one-
fom'th in the number with sales of 
$2,500 to $5,000, httle change for the 
$5,000 to $10,000 sales group, and a 
rise of more than one-third in those 
with sales of over $10,000. The rising 
proportion of farms vnth higher sales 
reflects a sharp rise in sales per com­
mercial farm during this period as well 
as some consolidation of farms. An 
additional change is a very large rise in 
leasing of additional land by farm 
owners in order to obtain a larger and 
usually lower-cost operating unit. 

Scale of operations increases 

The increase in scale of operations is 
perhaps most clearly seen in a com­
parison of changes in production of corn 
by size of farm dm'ing the decade of the 
fifties. Between 1949 and 1959, corn 
harvested for grain increased 13 percent 
to 3.7 billion bushels in the latter year. 
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For all farm groups of less than 80 
acres in size, there were appreciable 
declines in output during the decade, 
ranging from a drop of over 50 percent 
for those of less than 10 acres to a 15 
percent decline in output for the 70 to 
80 acre group. For the middle-size 
group from 100 to 180 acres, changes 
in output were generally small, with 
some decline in the lower part and some 
rise in the upper range. For the group­
ings of farms above 180 acres, increases 
in output were considerably above aver­
age, as the following tabulation shows: 

Size of increase 
Size offarm in output 

180-220 aero one-fourth 
220-200 acre nearly one-halt 
200-600 acre three-fourths 
600 or moro acres doubled 

Farm investment stays high 
While the use of manpower on farms 

has declined, there has been a high rate 
of capital investment throughout the 
postwar period. With the development 
of the new annual estimates of corpo­
rate and manufactm'hig GNP,* a com­
parison may now be made between farm 
and nonfarm capital expenditm'e in re­
lation to output in eacli of these sectors, 
as shown in the chart on page 27. In 
the period since 1950, farm capital in­
vestment has ranged between 16 and 
20 percent of farm GNP. In the past 
2 years, it has been 17 percent. Al­
though well below the peak rate reached 
in 1958, it is about average for the 
postwar period. 

Nonfarm corporate capital invest­
ment has been running between 10 and 
13 percent of corporate GNP during 
the same period, reaching a peak in 
1957 and ranging lower in subsequent 
years. Manufactm'ing capital invest­
ment in relation to manufactm'ing 
G N P has been quite similar to corporate 
throughout the period. 

One reason for the liigher rate of in­
vestment relative to output in farming 
as against nonfarm industries is simply 
a reflection of the fact that more capital 
is used per unit of output in farming 
as compared with nonfarm activities. 
Since the late 1920's gross stocks of 
depreciable capital in agriculture have 
increased considerably more than out­
put, in contrast to the nonfarm trend, 
which has sho\vn a declining stock-
output ratio. The use of a net stock-

4. See "GNP by Malor Industries," SURVEY, October 
1902 and "Corporate Profits and National Output," S UUVE Y 
November 1002. 

output ratio gives varjnng results, 
ranging from no change to a slight in­
crease, depending on the depreciation 
variant used to derive net stocks.' In 
this particular instance the gross stocks, 
which show the greater increase in agri­
culture, appear to be a somewhat closer 
measure of capital in use. 

Foreign Trade 

(Continued from page 23) 

4, an indiction that such items were 
either (1) too insignificant to show sep­
arately since they amounted to less than 
$2.5 million dm'ing any one of the four 
half-year periods; or (2) were valued at 
more than $2.5 million and less than 
$10.0 million, but changed by an insig­
nificant amount (less than $1.5 million 
from 1962 to the lowest or the highest 
of the tlu'ee preceding years). Passen­
ger car exports were among the few 
notable exceptions, since their perform­
ance in tlie fu'st half of June 1962 topped 
that of each of the preceding January-
June periods. 

Lull in transport equipment 

The third major export category dis­
tinguished by its relatively poor showing 
in 1962 was commercial transportation 
equipment. Exports of trucks in Janu­
ary-June were, in fact, the lowest for 
any comparable period since 1950, re­
flecting a decline in shipments of almost 
every individual type and size. Truck 
and bus tires, and railway equipment 
were also in greatly reduced demand. 
Although aircraft exports continued 
large in the first half of 1962, they have 
since declined from this high rate to 
the lowest value since early 1959. 

Parts for assembly rising 

The automobile industry's record 
exports of parts for assembly dm'ing 
1962 provide an illustration of still 
another signiflcant development in our 
export trade—the growing tendency on 
the part of a number of domestic manu­
facturers to supply foreign demand from 
assembty and other manufacturing facil­
ities abroad rather than from facilities 
in the United States. This trend may 
be in part an indication that for 
some products the cost of labor used in 
such operations averages lower abroad 

L See "Expansion ot Fixed Business Capital in the United 
Slates," SURVEY, November 1902. 

than in the United States. But a much 
more significant factor is the mounting 
wall of foreign restrictions encountered 
by American manufacturers—tarift's, 
sm'charges, quotas—which severely limit 
or entu'ely prohibit the importation of 
complete units. 

Unfortunately, both passenger car 
and truck parts for assembly are in­
cluded in a single "basket" export 
classification. Hence to Avhat extent 
the decline in exports of trucks may 
have been compensated for by an in­
crease in exports of truck parts for 
assembly cannot be determined. 

The rise in e.xports of tractor parts 
and the decline in exports of completed 
tractors (see third section of table 4) 
may also constitute closely related de­
velopments. Moreover, at least part 
of om' relatively high exports of parts 
for products such as pumps, typewi'iters, 
adding macliines, and agricultural ma­
chinery—listed in Sections I and I I of 
the table—was undoubtedly destined 
for assembly plants abroad. 

U.S. machinery aids buildup of 
competing industries abroad 

Although the major contribution of 
U.S. capital equipment exports to the 
buildup of basic manufacturing indus­
tries abroad is well known, the relation­
ship between such exports of techno­
logically advanced or custom-built 
equipment and our exports of other 
goods is perhaps less clearly defined. 
The data in table 4 afford some inter­
esting evidence bearing on this very 
important tie-hi. 

To cite an example—circular hosiery 
knitting machinery occupies a promi­
nent place among the numerous indi­
vidual dynamic export performers Avith-
in the specialized industry machuiery 
grouping. By way of contrast, our 
exports of nylon hosiery which as 
recently as 1955 had amounted to $17 
million, have since become so low that 
they did not warrant separate identifi­
cation in table 4. Similar contrasting 
movements are shown in the table for 
exports of cotton textile machinery and 
cotton textiles; plastic manufacturing 
machinery and polyethylene resins; 
rubber manufacturing machinery and 
synthetic rubber; and rubber tire and 
tube building machinery and rubber 
tires and tubes. 


